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Introduction 
Student achievement is enhanced 
when the school library program is based 
on collaboration between the classroom 
teacher and the teacher-librarian in the 
design. implementation and evaluation 
of resource-based learning; this collabo­
ration may be characterized as coopera­
tive program planning and teaching 
(Haycock-1990), involving the shared 
knowledge and expertise of the teacher 
(in curriculum. teaching. classroom 
program needs. and student interests and 
abilities) and the teacher-librarian (in 
curriculum. teaching. appropriate 
resources to support the classroom 
program. and those skills and strategies 
necessary for students to use the 
resources and information effectively to 
solve problems). This approach is predi­
cated on the availability of both 
personnel and resources. when the need 
arises in the classroom through student 
interest or through teacher initiative. 
The intellectual basis for this 
approach has been primarily research 
conducted in the United States and the 
expert opinion of leaders in the profes­
sion. Several researchers. for example. 
have reported a relationship between 
cooperative program planning and flex­
ible scheduling (Callis«n-1979/1980; 
Nolan-1989/1990; Smith-1978/1979) and 
between cooperative program planning 
and school culture (Bell-1990/1991). 
These and other studies (cited in Hay­
cock-1992; Haycock-1994; Lance. K.C .. 
Welborn, L. & Hamilton-Pennell. C.-1993) 
have found that cooperative program 
planning and teaching, flexible schedul­
ing and a collaborative school culture 
increase curriculum involvement by the 
teacher-! i bra ri an. promote better 
integration of information problem­
solving skills in subject content areas and 
improved student competence in 
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handling and using information. Never­
theless, some elementary schools have 
fixed schedules, meaning that a group is 
scheduled into the library for instruction 
or use of the resources on a regular basis 
for a set length of time, frequently for 
the school year; this scheduling method 
hinders the integration of resources and 
information skills and strategies with the 
classroom program. 
This study extends previous research 
(Tallman & van Deusen-1994a. 1994b, 1995; 
van Deusen-1991/1992, 1993; van Deusen 
& Tallman-1994) to determine if US 
findings would be replicated in Canada. 
Specifically, van Deusen and Tallman 
found a relationship between curriculum 
involvement and type of schedule and 
improved consultation when team plan­
ning by two or more teachers and a quali­
fied teacher-librarian occurred; this study 
then examined the impact of scheduling 
on cooperative program planning and 
teaching and information skills instruc­
tion in Canadian elementary schools. 
Research Questions 
The major research questions to be 
addressed in this study were; 
• 	Do teacher-librarians in schools with 
flexible scheduling engage in more 
consultative tasks with teachers 
than those who work in schools with 
fixed schedules' 
• 	Does the nature of the instructional 
planning culture in the school (team or 
individual planning) affect the frequency 
and length of planning sessions 
with teachers' 
• 	Are more infonnation skills lessons 
taught in connection with classroom 
units in schools with flexible scheduling' 
• 	Do teacher-librarians participate in 
the assessment of student work more 
frequently in schools with flexible 
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Methods and Procedures 
This study used causal comparative 
ex-post facto methodology with a 
national sample of elementary schools, 
selected at random by Market Data 
Retrieval. The sample was stratified to 
ensure representation from both rural and 
urban areas and from each province and 
territory. Each school had to include at 
least three grades with at least one 
being grade three or four; this was to 
ensure that middle schools and exclu­
sively early primary schools were not 
included. An invitation to participate was 
sent to each of 1500 schools, addressed 
to the teacher-librarian, with a return 
post card to signify interest; 189 
accepted the invitation to participate 
with I 00 (53%) completing the survey 
instrument in a usable fashion. 
Prou. Invited Accepted Participated 
BC 230 62 36 
AB 198 21 10 
SK 86 15 9 
MB 85 5 2 
ON 648 54 32 
PQ 100 8 7 
NB 32 I I 
NS 60 4 2 
PE 8 0 0 
NF 42 4 I 
YT 3 0 0 
NT 8 0 0 
Total ISOO 189 100 
It is difficult to speculate why there 
was such a low response rate to the 
initial invitation although it was obvious 
that many smaller schools were included 
in the original mailing and some teacher­
librarians responded that they could not 
participate as they no longer had flexible 
schedules due to recent budget reduc­
tions. necessitating a return to a fixed 
schedule; perhaps others chose not to 
respond due to the connection that has 
existed between cooperative program 
planning and teaching and flexible sched­
uling in Canadian teacher-librarianship. 
The research incorporated the survey 
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instrument developed by van Deusen and 
Tallman (1994), modified for Canadian 
terminology with their questions relat­
ing to the planning culture of the school, 
the principal's expectations for planning, 
provision of release time for planning by 
teachers and certification requirements; 
additional questions were added for 
greater focus on the respondents' 
education and training in cooperative 
program planning and teaching (see 
Appendix A). The survey was conducted 
in February 12 - March 29, 1996 over 
seven weeks, including a one-week 
school vacation, taken at different times 
by participating schools during that 
period, resulting in a comparable period 
of six weeks of school time. 
Data collection and analysis allowed 
the researcher to determine what 
relationship, if any, existed between 
scheduling method (fixed or flexible) and 
consultation and teaching activities and 
specific aspects of cooperative planning 
(i.e.. number of planning sessions, time 
spent in planning, and participants who 
were either individual teachers or 
teaching teams). 
Results were tabulated and means, 
medians and analysis of variance exam­
ined, comparing cooperative program 
planning and teaching by type of sched­
ule (fixed, mixed. flexible), by variables 
in the planning process (e.g., the nature 
and degree of involvement by the teacher­
librarian), by teacher-librarian participa­
tion in team teaching and student 
assessment, by principal expectations for 
team planning, by number and length of 
planning sessions, by whether the 
teacher-librarian is full-time or part-time 
(in one school or more than one school) 
and by teacher-librarian training in 
cooperative program planning and 
teaching. 
Participants were asked to use a 
glossary included with the questionnaire 
(see Appendix B). Two types of schedules 
were defined: a fixed schedule. meaning 
a group is scheduled into the library for 
instruction or use of the resources on a 
regular basis (often weekly) for a set 
length of time. frequently for the school 
year (this was used for coding only when 
there were no exceptions; otherwise 
the schedule was labelled "mixed"); a 
flexible schedule, meaning the teacher­
librarian and classroom teacher plan 
together for instruction or use of 
resources based on student learning 
needs in each curriculum unit and sched­
ule on that basis; the schedule is arranged 
on an ad hoc basis and varies constantly 
(this was used for coding only when there 
were no exceptions; otherwise the sched­
ule was labelled "mixed"). 
Consultative tasks were identified as 
the following: (see Appendix B) 
Identify & Gather Resources 
The teacher-librarian isolates materials 
by theme or instructional unit based 
on a teacher's request. 
Identify Objectives 
The teacher-librarian and classroom 
teacher collaboratively plan the instruc­
tional objectives for a unit, including 
the information skills objectives. 
Plan Activities 
The teacher-librarian and classroom 
teacher collaboratively decide what 
they and the students will actually do. 
Collaborative Teaching 
The teacher-librarian and the teacher 
share responsibility for direct 
instruction in the content and infor­
mation skills areas and for assisting and 
monitoring students. 
Teach Information Skills 
The teacher-librarian inserts an isolated 
information skills lesson or series of 
lessons into the unit, but the teacher 
has little or no responsibility for 
instruction in information skills or 
follow-up activities and the teacher­
librarian has little or no responsibility 
for content instruction or follow-up 
activities provided by the teacher. 
Assess Student Work 
The teacher-librarian participates 1n 
evaluating the student's product and 
process and providing feedback to the 
student. 
Evaluate The Unit 
After the unit is completed, the 
teacher-librarian and the teacher review 
the unit and identify changes they 
would make for the next time it will be 
taught. (Note: this latter consultative task 
was not included.) 
"Teacher-librarians in schools with 
flexible or mixed schedules ennaned in 
more consultative tasks than those who 
work in schools with flXed schedules." 
Findings 
These findings are based on a sample 
of I 00 teacher-librarians during the 
period February 12 to March 29. 1996. 
While the sample was too small to be 
generalizable, the findings corroborate 
the US findings suggesting their validity. 
In response first to the research 
questions: 
I . Do teacher-librarians in schools with 
flexible scheduling engage in more con­
sultative tasks than those who work in 
schools with fixed schedules? 
Only 18% of the sample were work­
ing in schoo"-with fixed schedules, 49% 
in schools with flexible schedules and 
33% in schools with mixed schedules. 
Programs in schools with mixed sched­
ules were closer to those with flexible 
schedules than those with fixed sched­
ules. Those teacher-librarians on fixed 
schedules implemented 87 units of study 
during the six week time period, 20% of 
which were collaboratively planned, 
those teacher-librarians on flexible sched­
ules implemented 298 units of study, 
56% of which were collaboratively 
planned and those teacher-librarians on 
mixed schedules implemented 267 units 
of study, 47% of which were collabora­
tively planned. 
Teacher-librarians in schools with 
flexible or mixed schedules engaged in 
more consultative tasks than those who 
work in schools with fixed schedules. This 
was statistically significant for identify­
ing objectives and cooperative program 
planning and teaching, that is, planning 
activities together. teaching collabora­
tively and participating in student assess­
ment. Although teacher-librarians in 
schools with flexible and mixed sched­
ules gathered resources more for teach­
ers than those on frxed schedules it was 
not statistically significant. Similarly, in 
examining median scores, even those 
teacher-librarians in schools with fixed 
schedules still identified objectives with 
teachers and planned activities together 
once during the six week period, although 
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the information skills were not 
integrated. 
2. Does the nature of the instructional 
planning culture in the school (team or 
individual planning) affect the frequency 
and length of planning sessions? 
When the school principal expects 
team planning among teachers with the 
teacher-librarian. whether as grade level 
groups or subject area groups. team 
planning occurs more than when the 
principal does not expect this collabora­
tion. Teacher-librarians plan more units 
with teachers. regardless ol type of 
schedule. if the principal expects team 
planning; however. teacher-librarians in 
schools with flexible or mixed schedules 
develop significantly more units than 
those on fixed schedules by a ratio of 4: I. 
This was statistically significant for 
identifying objectives and cooperative 
program planning and teaching but not 
for gathering resources. 
Beyond frequency and length of 
planning sessions. teacher-librarians who 
plan with teams of teachers rather than 
with individuals are more involved in 
identifying objectives. planning activities. 
collaborative teaching [and teaching 
isolated information skills] and student 
assessment; only the gathering of re­
sources does not increase from individual 
to team planning. 
3.Are more information skills lessons 
taught in connection with classroom 
units in schools with flexible scheduling? 
Teacher-librarians in schools with 
flexible scheduling engage in more 
collaborative teaching, incorporating 
information skills, than those with other 
types of schedules. Teacher-librarians in 
schools with flexible scheduling also 
teach more isolated information skills les­
sons in the context of curriculum units 
than do those in school~ with fixed 
scheduling; however. teacher-librarians in 
schools with mixed schedules teach still 
more isolated information skills lessons 
and this is statistically significant. It is 
important to reiterate that in this con­
text teaching information skills is identi­
fied when the teacher-librarian inserts an 
isolated information skills lesson or 
series of lessons into the unit, but the 
teacher has little or no responsibility for 
instruction in information skills or 
follow-up activities and the teacher­
librarian has little or no responsibility for 
content instruction or follow-up activi­
ties provided by the teacher; conse­
quently, the skills lesson may be 
integrated in the unit but not taught 
collaboratively. Conversely. skills lessons 
taught out of context of a unit of instruc­
tion are not considered here. 
4. Do teacher-librarians participate in the 
assessment of student work more 
frequently in schools with flexible 
scheduling than in schools with fixed 
scheduling? 
Teacher-librarians in schools with 
flexible scheduling do participate in the 
assessment of student work more than 
those in schools with fixed schedules. as 
do those with mixed schedules. 
The difference wer.e statistically 
significant for both flexible and mixed 
schedules over fixed schedules. Further, 
where the principal expected team plan­
ning, the teacher-librarian was statisti­
cally more involved in the assessment of 
student work and this was not depend­
ent on whether the planning was team 
or individual. 
Teacher-librarians working in schools 
with flexible scheduling plan more 
frequently with teachers and for longer 
periods of time, both of which contrib­
ute to increased involvement in student 
assessment. 
More on Planning 
Teacher-librarians in schools with 
flexible scheduling spent more time in 
planning and those with flexible or mixed 
schedules developed more collaborative 
units. regardless of the time spent in 
planning. Typically. the teacher-librarian 
on a fixed schedule spent 0-5 minutes 
planning with the teacher. on a mixed 
schedule 6-29 minutes and on a flexible 
schedule more than 30 minutes. Similar 
to findings related to the number of 
planning sessions. the more time spent 
planning a unit with teacher(s), the more 
the teacher-librarian is involved in 
consultative activities generally. with the 
most noticeable changes in the identifi­
"In 60% of the schools, the principal expected 

team planninn amonn teachers with the 

teacher-librarian; 90% of teacher­

librarians met with teachers individually 

while 22% met with tea chino teams ... " 

cation of objectives. planning activities. 
collaborative teaching and the assess­
ment of student work. These findings are 
statistically significant for all tasks except 
gathering resources and teaching isolated 
information skills. 
Also. the more planning sessions that 
the teacher-librarian has with the 
teacher(s) the more the teacher-librarian 
is again involved in consultative activi­
ties generally, with the most noticeable 
changes occurring in the identification of 
objectives. planning activities. collabo­
rative teaching and assessment of 
student work; the range of involvement 
for these activities varied from 19-27% 
with no planning sessions to 44%-66% 
with one planning session to 75-89% 
with three or more planning sessions; in 
other words, the more planning that 
occurs with teachers the more the 
teacher-librarian will be involved as a 
partner in the identification of objectives. 
planning activities, collaborative teach­
ing and assessment of student work. The 
only areas where there is no change in 
involvement as a result of the number of 
planning sessions are gathering resources 
for the teacher and teaching isolated 
information skills. 
School Context & Qualifications 
While this brief overview does not 
allow for exploration of other findings and 
many of the issues raised; nevertheless. 
a "snapshot" is possible: in 60% of the 
schools. the principal expected team 
planning among teachers with the 
teacher-librarian; 90% of teacher-librar­
ians met with teachers individually while c 
22% met with teaching teams, typically r 
grade level teams; only 13% of teacher­ e 
librarians are required to provide teacher 
' preparation time as a result of the school ~ 
district's contract with teachers but that r' 
increases to 31% as a result of principal t 
expectations (in other words, the c 
teacher-librarian is not expected contrac­ t 
tually to provide preparation time for il 
classroom colleagues but the principal t' 
a 
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expects it. negating improvement of 
student achievement); 89% of the 
teacher-librarians were half-time or more 
and 86% had two or more years of class­
room teaching experience: 50% had 
completed university course work in 
cooperative program planning and 
teaching and 67% had participated in 
workshops: 42% held a certificate or 
diploma in teacher-librarianship and 20% 
held a master's degree. 
The majority of collaborative units 
were developed in the language arts with 
approximately one-third involving social 
the teacher-librarian. 
Conclusions 
Taken together, 82% of schools had 
flexible or mixed schedules. Flexible 
scheduling is accepted and closely tied 
to the profession's view of cooperative 
program planning and teaching: follow­
up discussions with non-participants 
suggested that this may explain in part 
the low response rate: in other words, 
if the teacher-librarian does not 
have flexible scheduling there may have 
been a belief that cooperative program 
planning and teaching cannot be 
"Teacher-librarians who had completed a 
certificate or diploma in teacher­
librarianship ennaned in more 
collaboration than those who had not... " 
studies and one-third involving science 
[many of the units were interdisciplinary 
in nature resulting in more than one hun­
dred percent]. The percentage of units 
that were collaborative in nature differed 
among geographic parts of the country, 
from over 75% in each of two provinces 
to fewer than 50% in others; this 
warrants further investigation. 
Teacher-librarians who had completed 
a certificate or diploma in teacher­
librarianship engaged in more collabora­
tion than those who had not; teacher­
librarians who were full-time engaged in 
more collaboration. particularly identify­
ing objectives, planning activities and as­
sessing student work, than those who 
were not; teacher-librarians who were 
trained in cooperative program planning 
and teaching engaged in more collabo­
rative activities than those who were not. 
However, these findings warrant further 
study as the sample was very small. 
The "mixed" schedule phenomenon 
also warrants further study as it was not 
clear whether the classroom teacher was 
present with the class during student 
engagement in library-based activities or 
whether the teacher-librarian was 
providing preparation time for the class­
room teacher If the teacher was present 
this might account for the higher degree 
of involvement with the classroom 
teacher in mixed schedules and the 
increased isolated information skills 
teaching inserted in classroom units by 
occurring. 
Where cooperative program planning 
and teaching tasks increased in different 
planning and scheduling patterns in the 
US (that is, identify and gather resources. 
identify objectives together, plan activi­
ties, collaboratively teach content and 
information skills and participate in 
student assessment). this was also true 
in Canada. with the sole and consistent 
exception of identifying and gathering 
resources; in other words, Canadian 
teacher-librarians tend to identify and 
gather resources for teachers regardless 
of schedule type, again suggesting a 
closer link with the classroom program 
than generally exists in the US. Similarly, 
in examining median scores, teacher­
librarians in the us schools with fixed 
schedules did not engage in cooperative 
program planning and teaching tasks at 
all whereas in Canada even those teacher­
librarians in schools with fixed schedules 
still identified objectives with teachers 
and planned activities together once 
during the six week period, although not 
engaging in other collaborative activities. 
More collaborative units are devel­
oped where the principal expects plan­
ning between and among teachers and 
the teacher-librarian. Combining flexible 
scheduling with principal expectations for 
planning between teachers and teacher­
librarian results in the greatest involve­
ment in cooperative program planning 
and teaching. It is apparent that a 
collaborative school culture, in this case 
enhanced by a principal who expects 
team planning, has a significant influence 
on the performance of the teacher­
librarian in collaborative instructional 
activities. It is clear that the school prin­
cipal must be informed of the importance 
of school culture for effective programs 
and expect planning among teachers on 
his or her teaching staff if the teacher­
librarian is to be as successful as 
possible. Flexible scheduling may thus be 
more indicative of leadership practices 
and collaborative activities in the school 
and the district'lthan having a causal 
relationship with consultative tasks. 
Summary 
Flexible scheduling results in 
increased involvement by the teacher­
librarian in cooperative program planning 
and teaching tasks, namely, identify and 
gather resources, identify objectives, plan 
activities, teach collaboratively, teach 
information skills. assess student work, 
and evaluate the unit. The principal's 
expectations are significant. particularly 
when the principal expects the teacher­
librarian to meet with teachers as a team: 
indeed, this component of school culture 
is more significant for teacher-librarian 
involvement in cooperative program 
planning and teaching than schedule 
type, whether fixed, mixed or flexible. 
In spite of these findings, however. 
teacher-librarians are still not involved in 
cooperative program planning and teach­
ing with classroom colleagues as equal 
teaching partners to the extent that prin­
cipals, teachers and teacher-librarians 
themselves believe that they should be 
(Kerr-1975/1976; Stanwich-1982). Teacher­
librarians require extensive training in 
cooperative program planning and team 
teaching which builds on prior success­
ful classroom teaching experience. 
Programs which educate teacher­
librarians would do well to structure 
programs around cooperative program 
planning and teaching and the skills 
necessary to convince educators that 
teacher-librarians are vital partners in 
instruction (Royal-1981/1982). 
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Appendix A: Questionnaire 
Part II 
I . Does the principal expect team 
planning among teachers with the 
teacher-librarian? 
60o/o - Yes. 37o/o - No. 
2.How do you usually meet with 
teachers to plan curriculum units? 
22o/o- as a grade-levoJ. group. 
I I o/o - as a subject-area group. 
90o/o - individually. 08o/o - not at all. 
3. Does the district's contract require that 
your position be used to provide 
planning time for teachers? 
13o/o -Yes. 80o/o - No. 
4. Does your principal require that your 
position be used to provide planning 
time for teachers? 
31 o/o -Yes. 67o/o - No. 
5.What is the student population of 
your school? 
19o/o - under 250. 41o/o- 251-399. 
25o/o- 400-599. 14o/o - 600+. 
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6.How are you contracted to work in the 
school as a teacher-librarian' 
30o/o - full-time. 49o/o - half-time 
or more. 19o/o - less than half-time. 
7. Do you have two years or more of 
classroom teaching experience? 
86o/o -Yes. 14o/o - No. 
8. What is your level of education/ 
training in teacher-librarianship? 
Please check all that apply. 
68o/o- B.Ed. or equivalent. 
44o/o - Some courses. 
42o/o - Certificate/diploma. 
08o/o- M.L.S. 12o/o- M.Ed. 
03o/o - No training. 18o/o - Other. 
47% -Teaching certificate. 
43% - Classroom experience beyond 
student teaching. 
9. Do you have specific education/ 
training in collaborative planning and 
teaching? Please check all that apply. 
18% - None. 67% - Workshop(s). 
50% - Course(s). 
I 0. What are the grade levels of your 
school(s)? [wide range] 
Appendix B: Glossary 
Fixed Schedule: Agroup is scheduled into 
the library resource centre for instruction 
or use of the resources on a regular basis 
(often weekly) for a set length of time, 
frequently for the school year. (Used 
when no exceptions.) 
Flexible Sched11le· The teacher-librarian 
and classroom teacher plan together for 
instruction or use of resources based on 
student learning needs in each curricu­
lum unit and schedule on that basis. The 
schedule is arranged on an ad hoc basis 
and varies constantly. (Used when no 
exceptions.) 
Collaborative Planning: The teacher­
librarian and classroom teacher share 
responsibility for planning both content 
and process goals for the unit. 
Cursory Planning- Informal and brief 
planning occurs between the teacher­
librarian and teachers for library resource 
centre involvement. 
Individual Planning- Classroom teach­
ers plan their own curriculum and 
instructional units for their classrooms 
with little regular involvement from other 
teachers or the teacher-librarian. 
Team Planning- Classroom teachers meet 
together to plan instructional units and 
curriculum collaboratively. Teams can be 
organized around grade level. multi-grade 
level, or content area. Team planning 
typically requires teams to meet on some 
regular basis, weekly. bi-weekly, or at 
least monthly. 
Identify and Gather Resources: The 
teacher-librarian isolates materials by 
theme or instructional unit based on a 
teacher's request. 
Identify Objective~· The teacher-librarian 
and classroom teacher collaboratively 
plan the instructional objectives for 
a unit, including the information skills 
objectives. 
Plan Activitie>· The teacher-librarian 
and classroom teacher collaboratively 
decide what they and the students will 
actually do. 
Collaborative-teaching: The teacher­
librarian and the teacher share responsi­
bility for direct instruction in the 
content and information skills areas and 
for assisting and monitoring students. 
Teach Information Skills: The teacher­
librarian inserts and isolated information 
skills lesson or series of lessons into the 
unit, but the teacher has little or no 
responsibility for instruction in informa­
tion skills or follow-up activities; the 
teacher-librarian has little or no respon­
sibility for content instruction of follow­
up activities provided by the teacher. 
Assess Student Work: The teacher-librar­
ian participates in evaluating the 
student"s product and process and 
providing feedback to the student. 
Evaluate the UnH· After the unit is 
completed, the teacher-librarian and the 
teacher review the unit and identify 
changes they would make for the next 
time it will be taught. 
Nons 
For a more detailed report contact the reseorcher: Or Ken 1-/ayc:ork. 
Professor. 5\:hoo! of Library. Arcllwal & lnfarmot~an Studies. The Uniu. 
of Brilish Columbia. Th1s study was supporred in part by the I 'f95 
Grol1er Award for Research in Schoollibran~nship from the Cana· 
d1an School Library Assooat1on. The author also wishes to acknowl· 
edge the assistance of Doug Bngham. graduate research ass1stant. 
at the trme of th1s study_ For a companson of the US and Canadran 
flnd1ngs see Haycock. K_ (1997) The Impact oj Sclteduling on 
Cooperative Program Plannrng and Twching (CPPT) and In/ormation 
5ki!l5 l115truction: A Comparison Between Canadian and American 
flementary Scllools In D Adcock (Fd.). _Schoo/ Library lmperatiues /or 
the 2 Is! Cen!ury. Selected Papers from the 25th Annual Conference of 
the lntemationa/ Association of Sl'hool Librariamhip. Ocho Rios. 
jamaica. july 28 -llug.t. 1996 (pp.l -7). Seattle: lnt'L Assoc. of School 
L1brar1ansh1p 
Dr. Ken Haycock ls Professor & Director of 
the UBC School of Library, Archival 
and Information Studies 
83/-/956 Main Mall. 
Vancouver. BC V6T I Z I 
Voice: 604-822-4991 Fax: 604-822-6006 
Email: haycock@unixg.ubc.ca 
